This study employs panel analysis to examine the determinants of foreign direct investment (FDI) in Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa (BRICS) and Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey (MINT) using data for eleven years i.e. 2001 -2011. First, it uses pooled time-series cross sectional analysis to estimate the model on determinants of FDI for three samples: BRICS only, MINT only, and BRICS and MINT combined; then, random effects model is also employed to estimate the model for BRICS and MINT combined. The results show that market size, infrastructure availability, and trade openness play the most significant roles in attracting FDI to BRICS and MINT while the roles of availability of natural resources and institutional quality are insignificant. Given that FDI inflow to a country has the potential of being mutually beneficial to the investing entity and host government, the challenge is on how BRICS and MINT can sustain the level of FDI inflow and ensure it results in economic growth and socioeconomic transformation. To sustain the level of FDI inflow, governments of BRICS and MINT need to ensure that their countries remain attractive for investment. BRICS and MINT also need to ensure that their economies absorb substantial skills and technology spillovers from FDI inflow to promote sustainable long-term economic growth by investing more in their human capital. The study is significant because it contributes to literature on determinants of FDI by extending the scope of previous studies which often focus only on BRICS.
Introduction
Investment -whether public or private, domestic or foreignis crucial to the socio-economic transformation of any economy. In the 1970s and 1980s, many developing countries had policies of trade restrictions and capital controls which were implemented to protect indigenous industries from the domineering influence of their foreign counterparts and to conserve foreign exchange reserves (de Mello, 1997; Dupasquier & Osakwe, 2006) . The result of these policies was the distortion of social and private returns to capital which reduced foreign direct investment (FDI) flows to the countries (de Mello, 1997) as well as impaired economic growth (Rodrik, 1998) . In the late 1980s and early 1990s, many Latin American countries responded to the challenges of economic development facing them and begun reforms to remove restrictions on trade and FDI which resulted in an impressive economic growth of countries in the region (United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, UNESCAP, 2000) .
Faced with the challenge of shortage in domestic resources to finance their development, many developing countries are looking abroad for financial resources and now have policies to attract FDI (United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, UNCTAD, 2013; Asongu, 2013a Asongu, , 2014a .
FDI to developing countries has the potential of being mutually beneficial to the host country and multi-national company (MNC). To the host country, FDI provides additional financial resources through investment and taxes, creates employment, and generates spill-over effects such as transfer of skill, technology, managerial expertise, and corporate governance practices.
On the other hand, MNCs gain access to market, site-specific natural resources, low-cost manpower, and exploit the advantages of bilateral and multilateral trade policies. According to the 2013 World Investment Report published by the UNCTAD, developing countries are increasingly receiving more FDI and accounted for 52% of global FDI inflows in 2012, with fast-growing economies like China, Brazil, and India being among the top twenty FDI recipients (UNCTAD, 2013) . In terms of FDI spread to geographical sub/regions 1 in 2012, Nigeria received the highest FDI in Africa, Mexico in Central America, China in East Asia, Indonesia in South-Eastern Asia, India in Southern Asia, Brazil in South America, and Turkey in West Asia (World 1 Geographical sub/regions used in this study follows UNCTAD classification Bank, 2013) . Incidentally, these countries form the BRICS and MINT countries (i.e. including Russia and South Africa).
BRICS is an acronym for Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa which are major emerging or newly industrialized countries and are distinguished by fast-growing middle class and significant influence in regional and/or global economy. In 2011, BRICS attracted 26% of global FDI, contributed 15% of global GDP, and accounted for 42% of the global population (World Bank, 2013) . Another group of fast growing developing countries that has emerged comprises of Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey, collectively called MINT 2 . MINT share some common features: first, they have relatively large and growing young populations as compared to ageing and shrinking populations in many developed countries (and China); second, they are geographically well placed to take advantage of large markets nearby -with Indonesia close to China, Turkey being contiguous to the European Union, Mexico on America's doorstep, while Nigeria has the potential to serve as economic hub of Africa. Of the four, only Nigeria is not already a member of the G20 group of developed and developing countries but has huge endowment of natural resource, especially oil and gas. BRICS and MINT have substantive policies to promote FDI inflows to their respective countries (especially to sectors that have significant multiplier effects vis-à-vis employment and output, promote technology transfer, or local innovation) albeit restrictions exist in sectors considered to be strategic for national security (US Department of State, 2013). Between 2001 and 2012, FDI to BRICS and MINT increased by 349% from US$113.6 billion to US$510.4 billion (World Bank, 2013) . Moreover, BRICS and MINT attracted 30% of global FDI, contributed 19% to global GDP, and accounted for 51% of the global population in 2011 (World Bank, 2013) . Other stylized facts on BRICS and MINTS are presented in Table 1 .
Given the increasing roles BRICS and MINT are playing in reshaping global economy, and their status as a destination of choice for FDI to emerging economies, there is need to examine the determinants of FDI to these countries. In particular, this study intends to answer the question:
What are the determinants of FDI in BRICS and MINT? The study is significant because it contributes to literature on determinants of FDI by extending the scope of previous studies which often focus only on BRICS (Jadhav, 2012; Jadhav & Katti, 2012; Vijayakumar, Sridharan, & Rao, 2010; etc) . It also complements a recent strand of business literature that has focused on factors determining investment in developing countries (Bartels et al., 2009; Tuomi , 2011; Kolstad & Wiig, 2011; Darley, 2012; Asongu, 2012 Asongu, , 2013b Asongu, , 2013c Asongu, , 2014b . The remaining part of the study is organized as follows: section two is a review of literature on FDI; section three presents the methodology employed by the study; section four is the presents and discusses the result; while section five will be the concluding remarks.
Review of Related Literature
Over the years, the motivations of multinational enterprises for engaging in FDI has been rationalized from several theoretical viewpoints which includes neoclassical trade theory, market imperfections, product lifecycle theory, eclectic paradigm etc. The neoclassical trade theory builds on the Heskscher-Ohlin model which asserts that trade opportunities and capital flows between two countries depend on the relative endowment of factors of production. This implies that multinational enterprises invest in countries to take advantage of higher returns on investment or low production cost. The market imperfection theory argues that because markets are imperfect, multinational enterprises are able to locate their businesses or production activities in other countries to exploit economies of scale, ownership advantages, and government incentives (Kindlerberger, 1969; Eiteman et al., 2007) . Furthermore, the theory asserts that market imperfections in host countries propel multinational enterprises to internalize their operations in host countries which is the most economical means of safeguarding their intangible assets (Buckley & Casson, 1976; Hennart, 1982; Shapiro, 2006) .
The product lifecycle theory developed by Vernon (1966) avers that the lifecycle of products are in four stagesintroduction, growth, maturity, and declineand follows a pattern whereby new products are first introduced in advanced countries and diffuse over time to developing countries.
Therefore, the stages of the product lifecycle influences the decision of multinational enterprises between exporting or setting up production facility in foreign markets to achieve lower production cost, cater for the growing demand for its products in the foreign market as well as the home market at a competitive price. The eclectic paradigm, developed by Dunning (1988 Dunning ( , 1993 Dunning ( , 2000 is perhaps the most comprehensive theoretical viewpoint for rationalizing the decisions of multinational enterprises in engaging in FDI. The eclectic paradigm framework avers that scope, geography, and industrial component of FDI by multinational enterprises is influenced by the interaction of three sets of variables that are interdependent -which themselves are composed of the components of three sub-paradigms. These sub-paradigms are strategic advantages in ownership, location specificity, and internalization (OLI). A recent survey of theories on determinant of FDI has been carried out by (Faeth, 2009) .
Empirically, several studies have examined the determinants of FDI to developing countries.
Studies focusing on a single country often use time-series analysis while multi-country studies often employ panel data analysis (Asiedu, 2002; Biswas, 2002; Jadhav, 2012; Rogmans & Ebbers, 2013; etc) . The choice of dependent as well as explanatory variables also differs depending on the country/ies in focus. For the dependent variable, studies have used unidirectional FDI inflow to host countries (Rogmans & Ebbers, 2013) , net FDI inflow (Jadhav, 2012) , ratio of FDI inflow to GDP (Suliman & Mollick, 2009; Lehnert et al., 2013) and ratio of net FDI flows to GDP (Asiedu, 2002) .
The choice of explanatory variables used in empirical studies also varies, although some variables are largely consistent. Market size (often represented by real GDP or real GDP per capita) has been used by many empirical studies (Cheng & Kwan, 2000; Moosa & Cardak, 2006;  etc) because it captures the demand for goods and services in the host country. Other explanatory variables that are often used include: level of trade openness, growth rate, an indicator for infrastructure availability, inflation, and availability of natural resources, as well as indicators to capture political risks and institutional strength (Asiedu, 2002; Moosa, 2002; Moosa & Cardak, 2006; Jadhav, 2012; Sichei & Kinyondo, 2012; Rogmans & Ebbers, 2013; etc) .
UNCTAD (2002) classifies these variables into five major groups as shown in Table 2 . Nontraditional variables such as type of regime in host country (democracy, autocracy, monarchy etc), regime duration, and risk of expropriation of private investment have also been used in some studies (Biswas, 2002) . (Asiedu, 2002; Moosa, 2002; Moosa & Cardak, 2006) . Other studies that have examined the determinants of FDI include (Sekkat & Veganzones-Varoudakis, 2007; Ranjan & Agrawal, 2011; Buchanan et al., 2012; etc) .
Methodology

Data and Variables
Following previous studies, this study adopts a panel analysis procedure using data for eleven years i.e. 2001 -2011. The choice of variables used in our model is also influenced by previous studies. For the dependent variable, the study uses net FDI inflow (Jadhav, 2012) . This is expressed in billion US$ and is denoted by NetFDI. As noted by UNCTAD (2002) Data used in the study were obtained from the world development indicators and world governance indicators databases of the World Bank.
Principal Component Analysis of Governance and Institutional Indicators
The indicators for institutional and governance quality capture different broad dimensions of the quality of institutions and governance in a country which implies that including all the indicators as explanatory variables in a model has the potential of increasing the model's explanatory powers. However, because these variables capture different dimensions of governance, there is a high likelihood that they will be highly correlated which implies that a model with all the indictors is likely to suffer from multicollinearity. The matrix of pair-wise correlation coefficient of the variables as shown in Table 3 confirms this suspicion and shows that the correlations between all pairs of indicators are significant. Moreover, including all the variables may lead to over-parameterization of the model which will affect the reliability of the model. Therefore, the study uses principal component analysis (PCA) to reduce the dimension of the variables. (Jolliffe, 2002) . The PCA for the governance and institutional indicators is computed using ordinary correlations with Eviews and the summary of results is presented in Table 4 . From Table 4 , we observe that the first eigen value encompasses up to 75% of the information on institutional and governance indicators therefore the corresponding eigen vector (i.e. eigen vector for PC 1) is selected to compute the principal component from the institutional and governance indicators. 
Model Specification
We specify our model as follows:
…(1)
Where i represents the ith country and t represents year.
A priori, the study expects that the coefficient of GDP will be positive since market size is expected to have a positive influence on FDI inflow. Although natural resources availability in developing countries can attract resource-seeking FDI, studies have argued that resource-seeking FDI to resource-rich developing countries depends on existing investment policies and market orientation (Rogmans & Ebbers, 2013) . In some studies, natural resources availability contributes positively to FDI (Asiedu, 2005; Sichei & Kinyondo, 2012) while in others, it contributes negatively (Jahdav, 2012; Rogmans & Ebbers, 2013) . Therefore, the expected sign of the coefficient of NResGDP is not certain. The availability of good infrastructure reduces transaction cost; therefore, the study expects the coefficient of Infrastructure to be positive. The coefficient of Trade is expected to be positive because countries that are more open to trade tend to attract market-seeking FDI while the coefficient of Inflation is expected to be negative because a low and stable inflation rate reduces macroeconomic risks associated with investment and makes the host country more attractive to FDI. Furthermore, high political risks and inefficient institutions generally discourage FDI (Asiedu, 2005; Dupasquier & Osakwe, 2006) , therefore InstIndex is expected to have positive coefficient 3 . The analysis is done using Eviews
Results and Discussions
We present the descriptive statistics for BRICS and MINT in Table 5 . We observe from Table 5 that Table 6 . We observe from Table 6 that Thus, we observe that depending on the set of countries considered, the determinants of FDI to fast-growing developing differ. For the combine sample of MINT and BRICS estimated using OLS, the signs of the coefficients of GDP, Infrastructure, and Trade are in line with a priori expectation and also significant suggesting that these are the main determinants of FDI to BRICS and MINT.
We go further to ascertain the appropriate specification (i.e. fixed-effect or random-effect) to use in estimating the model for combined sample of BRICS and MINT. We carry out the Hausman specification test (Hausman, 1978) This further emphasized the importance of infrastructure in reducing cost of transacting business in a country thereby encouraging investment. The study expected the coefficient of Inflation to be negative but the result yielded a positive and insignificant coefficient. This suggests that BRICS and MINT countries that have higher inflation rate tend to attract more FDI. A more plausible explanation is that macro-economic stability in BRICS and MINT tends to play a lesser role in investment decisions by multinational companies. The coefficient of Trade is positive as expected and significant, indicating that countries that a more open to trade are more likely to attract more FDI. The coefficient of the InstIndex is negative contrary to a priori expectations but insignificant. This indicates that MNCs are more likely to invest in BRICS and MINT countries with lower institutional and governance quality or that the quality of governance and institutions in host countries plays a less important role in FDI decisions by MNCs.
Concluding remarks
The roles of BRICS and MINT in reshaping the global economic environment cannot be trivialized. In 2011, BRICS and MINT accounted for 51% of the global population, attracted 30% of global FDI, and contributed 19% of global GDP. Based on these facts, this study set out to examine the determinants of FDI to MINT and BRICS and observed that market size, infrastructure availability, and trade openness play the most significant roles in attacting FDI to BRICS and MINT while natural resources availability and institutional quality play insignificant roles. Given that FDI inflow to a country has the potential of being mutually beneficial to the investing entity and host government, the challenge is on how BRICS and MINT can sustain the level of FDI inflows and ensure it results in economic growth and socio-economic transformation. To sustain the level of FDI inflow, governments of BRICS and MINT need to ensure that their countries remain attractive for investment. This implies that in addition to the large market size and strategic geographical location, these countries need to ensure that the existing legal framework for investment protects investors and creates a level field for competition in the domestic market. BRICS and MINT also need to ensure political stability in their countries as this will reduce investment risk. The governments of countries with relatively low level or inefficient infrastructure, especially transportation and energy (e.g. India and Nigeria) need to investment more in these sectors.
Since market size is an important determinant of FDI flows, it follows that if FDI inflow promotes sustainable long-term economic growth in host countries the GDP of the host countries will be increasing and will result in more FDI inflow. However, de Mello (1997) and Ouyang & Fu (2012) s have noted that FDI does not necessarily result in economic growth in host countries, but the level of economic growth as a result of FDI is contingent on the capacity of human capital in the host countries to absorb the skills and technical knowhow brought into the host country by the multinational enterprise. Therefore, BRICS and MINT need to invest more in their human capital to ensure FDI inflow result in sustainable long-term economic growth.
